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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
AMANDA BRIANNE THOMAS, )
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
______________________________)

NO. 45715
ADA COUNTY NO. CR01-17-37297

APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Nature of the Case
Amanda Brianne Thomas appeals from her judgment of conviction for possession of a
controlled substance, methamphetamine.

Ms. Thomas pleaded guilty and the district court

imposed a unified sentence of seven years, with two years fixed. Ms. Thomas appeals, and she
asserts that the district court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence.

Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
Ms. Thomas was charged with two counts of possession of a controlled substance, one
count of providing false information to law enforcement, and one count of petit theft. (R., p.24.)
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She pleaded guilty to one count of possession of a controlled substance and the district court
imposed a unified sentence of seven years, with two years fixed. (R, p.45.) Ms. Thomas
appealed. (R., p.53.) She asserts that the district court abused its discretion by imposing an
excessive sentence.
ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed a unified sentence of seven years, with
two years fixed, upon Ms. Thomas following her plea of guilty to possession of a controlled
substance?

ARGUMENT
I.
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed A Unified Sentence Of Seven Years,
With Two Years Fixed, Upon Mr. Thomas Following Her Plea Of Guilty To Possession Of A
Controlled Substance
“It is well-established that ‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory limits, an appellant has
the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of the court imposing the
sentence.’” State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5 (2010) (quoting State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294
(1997) (alteration in original)). Here, Ms. Thomas’s sentence does not exceed the statutory
maximum. See I.C. § 37-2732(c). Accordingly, to show that the sentence imposed was
unreasonable, Ms. Thomas “must show that the sentence, in light of the governing criteria, is
excessive under any reasonable view of the facts.” State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460 (2002).
“‘Reasonableness’ of a sentence implies that a term of confinement should be tailored to
the purpose for which the sentence is imposed.” State v. Adamcik, 152 Idaho 445, 483 (2012)
(quoting State v. Stevens, 146 Idaho 139, 148 (2008)).
In examining the reasonableness of a sentence, the Court conducts an independent
review of the entire record available to the trial court at sentencing, focusing on
the objectives of criminal punishment: (1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of

2

the individual and the public; (3) possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment
or retribution for wrongdoing.
Stevens, 146 Idaho at 148. “A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the
primary objective of protecting society and to achieve any or all of the related goals of
deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 122, 132 (2011).
Counsel for Ms. Thomas requested that the court send her to drug court or mental health
court, or impose a sentence of seven years, with one year fixed. (Tr., p.29, Ls.5-9.) Counsel
explained that Ms. Thomas had been on a rider in another case, and once she was released, she
“didn’t really have any family support. Her mother was busy at the time. She stopped taking her
medication.” (Tr., p.29, Ls.10-15.) When Ms. Thomas was moving into a halfway house, she
had another person who was helping her move in; she was told that this person was unauthorized
and she was immediately kicked out. (Tr., p.29, Ls.16-23.) This created a situation where
Ms. Thomas was sleeping in her car and hanging out with a girl she had met on her rider
program, and she started using drugs. (Tr., p.29, Ls.16-23.)
Counsel informed the court that Ms. Thomas was sober for nine months when she was
nineteen, and that at that time she was using her medications; she now understood that she
needed to taker her medication. (Tr., p.30, Ls.1-9.) In the past, Ms. Thomas had experienced
rapid mood changes, depression, anxiety and problems sleeping; she was also suicidal and had
PTSD borderline personality traits. (Presentence Investigation Report (PSI), p.15.) Counsel
believed that a specialty court would be a perfect fit for Mr. Thomas because it would give her
the instant support that she needed. (Tr., p.31, Ls.1-3.)
Ms. Thomas understood that,
She’s got to get her life figured out. She’s got to be able to set herself up on her
medication. She’s got to manage that. She’s got to go through substance abuse
treatment and hopefully go through a dual diagnosis treatment center. Because
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both of these – her mediation for her mental health and her substance abuse need
to be treated at the same time because otherwise she’s not going to make it and
she understands that now.
(Tr., p.31, Ls.13-22.)
Considering that Ms. Thomas recognized that she needed treatment for both substance
abuse and mental health issues, she asserts that the district court abused its discretion by
imposing a sentence of seven years, with two years fixed.

CONCLUSION
Ms. Thomas respectfully requests that this Court reduce her sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, she requests that her case be remanded to the district court for a new
sentencing hearing.
DATED this 27th day of July, 2018.

/s/ Justin M. Curtis
JUSTIN M. CURTIS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 27th day of July, 2018, I served a true and correct copy
of the foregoing APPELLANT’S BRIEF, electronically as follows:
KENNETH K JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
CRIMINAL DIVISION
Delivered via e-mail to: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

/s/ Evan A. Smith
EVAN A. SMITH
Administrative Assistant
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